Lindsay Sharp This paper will therefore consider several related aspects of the corporation's history during the Commonwealth and Protectorate. A description of the College's response to pressure in these years of crisis will be followed by an analysis of the changes in membership which caused alterations in the internal political balance. The general conclusions drawn from this analysis will then be tested against a detailed examination of three significant events, namely the elections to membership of Walter Charleton, William Petty and Henry Pierrepoint. This should help to determine the nature of any changes within the corporate power-structure and how far they affected its external policies.
From 1645 the College was subjected to a growing barrage of abuse. As Webster and Rattansi4 have shown, its opponents were a heterogeneous group united only in their hostility towards the College and their support for chemical therapy. Included in their ranks were religious visionaries, social reformers, professional competitors and selfseeking opportunists. In reality the College was failing to deal with a grim medical situation that was especially severe in London. As the metropolis grew, so did the incidence of urban poverty and disease. The College, shielded by its monopoly, had disregarded the increasingly grave situation. Its statutes had served to artificially bolster the interests of a small medical elite which in turn had become divorced from responsibility to the bulk of an expanding population. The rapid spread of Paracelsian and Helmontian doctrines provided a viable, cheap and coherent alternative to the humoral therapy officially endorsed by the College. This alternative was speedily utilized by its diverse opponents.
In 1642, the early removal of royal authority in London left the College powerless to enforce its regulation of medical practice. At the same time censorship ceased to exist. The combination of these two factors opened the gates and released a flood ofvernacular literature aimed at popularizing the doctrines of Paracelsus and Van Helmont. These works often contained bitter criticism of the College and its statutory monopoly. The tenor of this criticism can be indicated by quoting the words of Nicholas Culpeper: "The Heathen shall rise up in Judgement against you, and condemn you; For had they dealt so basely with you, as you have done with this Nation, all your skill in Physick might have beenwritten in the inside of a Ring. Colledg, Colledg, thou artdiseased...".5
Very often reformers saw analogous faults in the universities, the legal and the medical professions. Thus John Webster attacked all three in his work of 1654, saving a few choice remarks for the physicians: "Is this the office of a Physician? is only riches got by hook or crook, whether the Patient receive benefit or none, live or dy, the sole end of their profession? and must these things have the countenance of Law, and confirmation by Charters? must these things be cryed up, while the sincere and faithfull 'It would be redundant to deal at length with this opposition to the College, since it is fully described in the excellent articles of Webster and Rattansi quoted in note 3 above. I would like to express my gratitude to Dr. Webster for his advice throughout the preparation of this article.
' Nicholas Culpeper, A physical directory; or a translation of the dispensatory made by the Colledg of Physitians of London, London, Peter Cole, 1651, 'The Epistle Dedicatory', Sig. AJR. For Culpeper's biography see F. N. L. Poynter,. 'Nicholas Culpeper and his books ', J. Hist. Med., 1962, 17: 152-167 , and David L. Cowen, 'The Boston editions of Nicholas Culpeper ', ibid., 1956, 11: 156-165. 
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The Royal College of Physicians and interregnum politics endeavours ofsimple and honest-meaning men, are disdained and trampled upon?. .
In his criticism, John Webster typified many of his fellow protagonists who, along with the unrestrained apothecaries, posed a grave threat to the future of the College.
In the face of this hostility the College remained strangely quiescent.7 During 1647 the Fellows marginally liberalized their statutes to counter the most damaging claims of the anti-monopolists. Harassment of their most powerful rival, the Apothecaries Company, was ended. In 1649, to still the charge that it completely rejected all chemical therapy, the College set up a laboratory and appointed an official chemist, William Johnson.8 Apart from Johnson's limited publications the College did nothing to defend itself in print against the calumnies of its antagonists. Almost incidentally a few works appeared which included refutations of these hostile onslaughts. For example Seth Ward, when replying to John Webster's attack on the academics, maintained that: ". . . Surgery as well as Physick, hath even in our time been extremely advanced, this place hath given late instances of both; . . . And the Colledge of Physitians at London is the glory of this Nation, and indeed of Europe, for their learning and felicity, in the cures of the desperate Ulcers and diseases, even of the Cancer ... ."9 Another equally welcome defendant of the College was the alchemical writer, Elias Ashmole: "But to contract the Rayes of my Prospective to our owne homes, the Phisitian's Colledge of London doth at this day nourish most noble and able Sons of Art; noway wanting in the choysest of Learning; And though we doe not, yet the World abroad has taken notice of sundry learned Fellowes of that Societie, as Linacres, Gilbert, Ridley, Dee, Flood etc. and at present Doctor Harvey . . ."10. However, apart from the kind words of a few well-disposed authors, and the comments made by Johnson in his semi-official works, no attempt was made to defend the College in print.
There are several puzzling aspects in this picture of attack and limited response. First, in the face of such active hostility, which seemed to endanger its security through sheer vociferousness, why did the College remain so passive? The suggestion that it hoped quiescence would allow it to escape the attentions of critics or the government is clearly unsatisfactory; the College was villified so widely that it could scarcely be shielded from this unwelcome attention by a cloak of self-maintained silence. Inactivity or subtle manoeuvres far from being shrewd policy were more likely to precipitate ' Sci., 1967, 6: 128-138. 109
Lindsay Sharp disaster if the necessary public defence failed to appear. On the other hand there is no immediate explanation for the growth of antagonism towards the College after the reduction of its more monopolistic traits. It is even more difficult to explain this aggressive crescendo when the College's inability to regulate medical practice even in the capital is taken into consideration.11 Why then was the quarry so passive and the hunters so anxious when the final blow seemed to be imminent? II At this point a look at the relationship between the College and the government might help to dispel some of the confusion raised by these problems. Throughout this period there was little outside interference in the College's affairs. It carried on as normal during the Civil War and in all outward appearances quietly accorded full authority to the defacto government. In 164412 the Fellows subscribed to the Solemn League and Covenant, probably accepting that this was a necessary evil. Naturally they tried to avoid unconstitutional taxation. However, a fair proportion of them were assessed as individuals, and their traditional exemption from taxes was disregarded. For example, in December 1643 Sir Matthew Lister'3 was assessed at £500, and in November 1644 Dr. Lawrence Wright14 was forced to pay out £345 in taxation. There was a further, and partly successful, attempt to tax some of the Fellows in 1650 which was only halted when Alderman Eastwick stepped in to defend the privileges of the College.15 During the Commonwealth the government only rarely encroached on the corporation's rights. On the most notable occasions, in November 1656 and December 1657, the Fellows had to obtain new charters, in the course of some ordinary litigation. 16 Apart from these instances the government seems to have treated the College with an almost studied indifference. Is it possible then, that the key to this situation lay not in the relationship between the civil authorities and the College as a corporation but in the interrelationship between the government and individual Fellows?
One important aspect of its history which has so far lain uninvestigated is the character of those Fellows who became associated with the College during the Interregnum.
11 Throughout this period the College was unable to regulate medical practice in London. Whilst superficially it appeared to do so, in reality it was powerless to enforce its will on the unruly apothecaries and aggressive empirics. Hence, on 9 April 1655 there was a discussion in the College about restraining "the daring practices of the apothecaries" but nothing could be done owing to the "not inconsiderable difficulties" involved. See Annals, op. cit., note 1 above, p. 64.
13 See Clark, op. cit., note I above, p. 275. When put together, the weight of this biographical evidence suggests a modified picture of the balance of political affiliations within the College. Far from temporizing, or reluctantly accepting the new order, a significant number of its Fellows were active servants and supporters of the parliamentary cause in the Civil War and of the government during the Protectorate. In addition there were other Fellows whose predilections are not known but who might easily have swelled the -ranks of these government supporters.40 Thus, the.College's apparent failure to defend itself may well have been due to the relationship of particular Fellows with the government. It is likely that, prompted by its experience of individuals, the government was prepared to tolerate the continued existence of the institution on the grounds of utility. For it probably seemed to the administration that the College was an element of stability in a volatile medical world. Furthermore it was staffed with a fair number ofvaluable servants and could be allowed to continue without reform if its behaviour proved reasonable. For their part it is likely that these Fellows accepted the conditions tacitly imposed by the administration and strove to control College affairs to ensure that at the least an official posture ofwilling compliancy and the avoidance'ofnotoriety was adopted.
If this. interpretation is correct it should adequately explain the pattern of affairs within-the corporation. To see if this is the case an examination will be made -of the issues surrounding three crucial elections at the College during this period. Lindsay Sharp Petty and Dorchester, the three men concerned, all posed problems for the College authorities. The reaction of the College to each election is, for the historian, a valuable indication of the nature of its internal politics.
III
After an early career at Oxford, Walter Charleton was made a physician-in-ordinary to the king in 1642.41 The appointment came when he was only twenty-two years old, and owed much to the support of William Harvey, an associate of Charleton's from 1642 to 1646. This close tie with the royal person reflected the young doctor's strong Royalist sympathies. On 6 July 164942 Charleton presented himself at the College of Physicians to initiate the procedure which would lead to his election as a candidate. Later, when informed that he was a royal physician, the College proceeded with great caution since traditionally such practitioners were exempt from the normal process of examination: "He asked to undergo the first examination to be admitted into the number of candidates. However, since he afterwards stated that he was physician extraordinary to the King the matter was judged by voting with counters whether or no he could be admitted into the College without any examination. The affair was referred to scrutiny so that it should not be refused by any one opposing. He had not visited."'4 If the College had bowed to the exercise of such a traditional prerogative it might well have offended the government. Ultimately this proved the most important consideration" and Charleton had to proceed through the normal course of examination before he was elected as a candidate on 8 April 1650.
At this point it is necessary to examine the initial relationship between the young doctor and the institution. 1The Royal College of Physicims and interregnum politics young doctor's membership of the College would help to back up the claim that they were fully conversant with the theory and practice of iatro-chemical medicine. Thus William Johnson mentioned that the College was regarded favourably by: "Dr. Charleton, a Learned Physitian, a favourer of Van Helmont".'7 In 1650 Charleton, through personal connexions, or through his position as a radical author, was probably acceptable to most of the Fellows in spite of his staunch Royalism. Five years later, however, this acceptance had changed to rejection, a change of heart which when examined closely proves to be quite consistent.
Throughout these years Charleton was often absent from the College. The Annals record that he only attended two regular meetings during this whole period. On both occasions he petitioned the College over questions of medical ethics. On 6 December 1650 he complained to the committee that a Dr. Cassell had criticized his treatment in front ofa patient.'8 Thecommittee promised an investigation oftheaffair, andquietly let it lapse. Fourteen months later Charleton again appeared, this time asking that the College support his prognosis and therapy in a case which led to the death of a pregnant gentlewoman, Mrs. Weldon. From the certificate which is included in the Annals it appears that the College gave a judgment which was entirely in favour of the young doctor.'9
By 3 May 1655, however, the picture had completely altered: "Dr. Charleton was also proposed as a Fellow, but since there were certain things brought forward in objection, less than worthy in a future fellow, more generally, however, than would merit absolute confidence, it pleased us to defer the matter to the next Comitia Trimestria, and meanwhile to investigate the whole affair with the evidence of witnesses; so that without longer delay a decision might finally be reached concerning the exclusion from or admission into the Society ofthis Candidate."" Thenextdevelopment came eight days later at the monthly committee meeting: "Dr. Wedderbourne and Dr. Charleton, summoned, presented themselves. The former censured the latter for the crime not only of harmful practices against himself, but also against the Society itself and good sense. Dr. Charleton branded him in turn with falsity and arrogance. Indeed it seemed that neither was free from blame, but our Candidate was held to be the more serious and was renounced for it, wholly without hope of obtaining favour with us for the highest rank."51L This account does not clarify the exact nature of Wedderbourne's quarrel with Charleton. However, it produced bitter feeling between the two men and led to strong censure from the College, which was unable or unwilling to make an immediate decision. In 
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Lindsay Sharp case at the next major committee meeting on 25 June. Instead, the Annals record the following cryptic comment: "Then also there took place the unexpected death of one, and of the other by contagion a propos of the previously decided affair of Dr. Charleton."52 The immediate dispute between the two doctors seems therefore to have been centred round a medical issue. Behind it might have lain a history of competition and personal rivalry which originated from their common appointment as physiciansin-ordinary to the king.
A final crisis however was precipitated on 14 July 1655. Another special committee was called which aimed to settle the issue of Charleton's status once and for all. Quite clearly a section of the College was not prepared to let him remain even as a candidate and thus forced through a final decision: ". . . the affair of Dr. Charleton came once more into question, and was at last decided by this compromise. Verily, that he should not be again proposed as a Fellow, but rather be proposed entirely, for trial by secret vote. This trial having been made, twelve out of seventeen were found gain saying."53 This was a crucial event, and more-than Charleton's election or his medical ethics hung in the balance. It is absolutely clear that the Fellows were split over this symbolic decision, and after repeated debate they arrived at this final, "compromise" solution.
It is recorded with equal clarity in the Annals that the voting went five for Charleton and twelve against. The key to this dispute and to the fluctuating balance of power within the College may well lie in the nature and composition of these two opposing groups.
Naturally 
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The Royal College of Physicians and interregnum politics these who gave Charleton his last affirmative vote. The other may well have been the Fellow who abstained fromvoting.57 The four remaining Fellows, JohnWilby, Edmund Trench, John King and Luke Rugely, who was an Helmontian, were all, according to Munk's account, fairly anonymous. The one factor which is common to each of them is that they all became Fellows between 1648 and 1654. In other words, they were elected at the end of the Civil War or during the Commonwealth period, and this factor may have been reflected in their political views. Whether this was the case or not, there is a strong possibility that they would have followed the lead of such politically influential men as Goddard and Bate whose goodwill could well prove invaluable for their future careers.
Therefore, an interesting and indeed likely interpretation of the events surrounding Charleton's rejection is that the Fellows who were most deeply involved with the government used the situation to override the authority of the more senior men who by constitutional right and established tradition should have moulded the policy of the College. Charleton There is also evidence that the College was soon split over another important issue, the question of controlling unlicensed empirics. In this dispute, which lasted from March to May 1656, the candidates angrily demanded that the empirics be brought under control.65 A special committee was created to deal with the problem, but was soon divided over the wisdom of trying to prosecute illegal practitioners: "There were present Dr. Alston, the President, and a number of others assigned to this business. 
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The Royal College of Physicians and interregnum politics of Newcastle." The following year Petty returned to England and set about building a career. It took several years before his activities were rewarded.
In 1650 Petty gained his degree as D. M. at Oxford, and on 25 June was proposed and elected a candidate of the College of Physicians.78 This was followed by his election as a Fellow to Brasenose College, Oxford, in September of the same year, and his employment by the university four months later as Tomlins lecturer in anatomy. However, Petty did not stay long at Oxford and during 1651 and early 1652 he often returned to London to search for more active promotion. In the early summer the Council of State made him chief physician to the army in Ireland79 and he arrived there to take up his duties in September 1652. The young doctor pursued his work with admirable efficiency, but after two years changed his occupation and took up the challenging task of surveying the country. Once completed, the "Down Survey" established him as a figure of some importance in the Irish administration. By the end of 1657 he was clerk to the Council in Ireland, sat on the committee for the distribution of lands and had become Henry Cromwell's private secretary. Altogether this stage in his life can be regarded as one of meteoric progress which stemmed from his energetic and specially talented nature. However this impressionistic record presents the young doctor in one-dimensional fashion. To fully understand his relationship with the College of Physicians it is necessary to look at three underlying, but significant, aspects of his career: his character and beliefs as a medical practitioner, the nature of his political connexions, and his subsequent position as an influential figure in Irish and hence English affairs.
William Petty's views on medical practice and medical institutions were typically unusual. As he made clear in an early letter to the Cambridge philosopher, Henry More, he had little interest in the radical dogmas of Paracelsus or Van Helmont80 which were helping to transform the medical world in London. To a certain extent he supported traditional medical theory,81 whilst being entirely willing to include 77 For a description of the activities of this circle see J. Jacquot, 'Sir Charles Cavendish and his learned friends', Ann. Sci., 1952, 8: 13-27 and 175-191. 78 
122
The Royal College of Physicians and interregnum politics that he had those connexions with puritanism and Commonwealth which Hartlib and his circle provided. The suspicion that he was regarded as a potential Fellow of increasing political value is reinforced by the College's behaviour in the protracted circumstances which led to his election in 1658.
On 14 July 1655 William Petty was proposed as the next Fellow in the place of Walter Charleton: "Dr. Charleton having been passed over in this way, the Candidate first after him was Dr. Petty, who had for a long time been absent, but from public command, and had asked the College through letters that he should not be defrauded by his enforced absence. Wherefore he was proposed as a Fellow in the place of Dr. Bennet, and it was decided that no-one was to be passed before him, provided that he should present himself within six months and that he should fulfil the requirements, or give reasons to be approved by the College for longer delay. Under these conditions he had the vote of none against him".87 Petty, however, failed to comply with these requirements. 
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The Royal College of Physicians and interregnum politics Charles Fleetwood, the commander-in-chief of the army and Lord-Deputy from 1654 to 1655.95 Therefore, whilst the College chose Petty through the normal process of election by seniority in 1655, it must also have regarded him as a useful recruit for political reasons. Two years later he would have seemed even more useful, since he had become a trusted servant of Henry Cromwell96 whose defacto rule of Ireland led to his appointment as Lord-Deputy in 1657. Thus, far from rejecting him for what in another case was intolerable behaviour, the College probably accepted Petty's conduct for reasons of political expediency. Many of the leading Fellows who made up the majority which voted for his election under such irregular circumstances were probably sympathetic towards him for professional and personal reasons. On the day when his election by proxy was suggested and when it was duly enacted there was present a controlling number of Fellows who were government supporters. For example, key men like Goddard, Glisson, Bate, Whistler and Wharton were all there. Dr. Coxe, who had links with both the army and with Ireland, stood as financial guarantor for Petty.97 In the final analysis it appears likely that the group which rejected Charleton was also responsible for Petty's election, on the basis of shrewd and consistent attitudes.
The timing of his election can also be explained on the grounds of political expediency. Despite the solid backing of a phalanx of government supporters, the College appeared to be slipping once more into jeopardy in late 1657. At that point recurrent political crises took place which an ailing Protector found increasingly more taxing to manage. These crises threatened the stability of a government which relied on and was relied upon by men like Goddard and Whistler. To add to these general political problems there was, c.1656-1657, a movement amongst the College's professional opponents to establish a rival college of "chymical physitians", a proposal which became a short-lived reality soon after the Restoration.98 In December 1657 the situation therefore appeared acute and it is likely that those who controlled the affairs of the College were doing all they could to ensure its continued safety. William Petty, trusted as he was by Henry Cromwell and many Irish grandees, would have seemed a useful part of this insurance policy. Since these Fellows probably hoped for a continuance of the current dynastic control, his relationship with Oliver's son must have appeared as another factor guaranteeing security. Given the possibility of immediate political chaos the ad hoc basis of Petty's election was a necessity dictated Lindsay Sharp VII Despite the deliberate veil of secrecy drawn over their internal affairs by the Fellows and the resulting evasiveness of the College records over the voting pattern, a number of conclusions, some certain and some probable, can be drawn about the changing policy and political balance of this institution during the Interregnum.
Given the weight of evidence the view that the College of Physicians was a medical body which generally kept aloof from the politics of the period becomes untenable. It is also misleading to regard it as an essentially Royalist institutionwhichwas reluctantly forced to temporize because of circumstance alone. Far from being calm and detached, it was deeply immersed in the politics of the day. At certain stages political controversy fragmented the monolithic nature of support shown to the College by the Fellows and proved to be deeply divisive. Out of this controversy there probably emerged a loose group of government sympathisers and moderate puritans who strove to control the policy and actions of the College at crucial points in its history. The elections of Charleton, Petty and Pierrepoint were just such occasions. It cannot be regarded as coincidental that the College survived relatively untouched and even prospered during the Commonwealth. It did so not only because of individually shrewd decisions on the part of its officers, but also because the balance of power swung internally in favour of Fellows either sympathetic to the government or highly sensitive to those dangers which threatened the very existence of the College. For its own part the government reciprocated this sympathy and caution by not interfering with an institution which many regarded as monopolistic, inefficient and corrupt.
